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1. Introduction
The globalization of enterprises and capital markets has 
caused new needs. As long as there are no international­
ly accepted accounting standards, accountants as well as 
those investors and their advisers who are driven by funda­
mentals, have to understand the GAAP of more than one 
country. The cost involved in educating accountants and 
investors along with the cost of their information process­
ing could certainly be reduced if there was a uniform set 
of globally accepted and applied GAAP. It may be under­
stood that this rapid globalization of doing business went 
alongside with a strong increase in demand for internation­
ally accepted financial information useful for decision mak­
ing. While, especially in the US, income measurement is 
the same in managerial and financial reporting, this has not 
been the case in many European companies. With the rise 
of importance of equity capital markets, the US capital mar­
ket has increasingly attracted companies from various Eu­
ropean countries (see table 1).
To provide the European companies with the opportu­
nity to participate on the international capital markets, the 
Commission had to react. As a first step, in 1996 the Com­
mission resolved to establish the Contact Committee which 
was delegated the duty of facilitating the harmonized appli­
cation of the Directives, as well as providing advice for the 
Commission and examining the conformity of IAS with the 
directives. This took effect in order to constitute a basis on 
which each member-state would be able to decide to what 
extent its companies could apply IAS without violating any 
regulations imposed on the companies by these directives. 
The need for one set of accounting rules had never been 
greater, since companies were faced with the need of a) rec­
onciling their own local standards with the GAAP of the 
country whose stock exchange they intended to get listed in 
and b) producing a set of new accounts.
In response to this, the International Organization of 
Securities Commissions (IOSCO) approached the Inter­
national Accounting Standards Committee (IASC) (later 
to become the International Accounting Standards Board
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Table 1. Listings of companies from EU Member States on the 
New York Stock Exchange.
Until 1990 Until 2001 Until 1990 Until 2001
Austria 0 1 Italy 2 11
Belgium 0 1 Luxembourg 0 1
Denmark 1 2 Netherlands 4 18
Finland 0 4 Portugal 0 3
France 0 18 Spain 5 10
Germany 0 14 Sweden 0 2
Greece 0 3 UK 14 53
Ireland 0 5
Source: New York Stock Exchange (2001)
(IASB)) to upgrade their stock of accounting standards to 
produce rules that could be used across the globe. The glit­
tering prize was the possibility that such a set of rules would 
be accepted by the Securities and Exchange Commission 
(SEC) in the USA as a suitable basis for US filings without 
the requirement to reconcile to US GAAP (Taylor, 2003).
Up until this time International Accounting Standards 
(IAS) were the rules used by countries that had not devel­
oped their own rules. The larger economies - USA, UK, 
Australia, Canada, France, Germany etc. all had locally de­
veloped rules and accountants in these places tended to 
pay scant regard to IASs. The IOSCO/IASC initiative both 
raised the profile of the IASC immediately and also acted as 
a catalyst to other standard setters to try and work together 
more to produce consistent rules (Taylor, 2003).
The process of harmonization in financial accountancy 
within the EU has been supported by the IASB. The Euro­
pean Commission has proposed that from 2005 at the lat­
est all EU listed companies should be required to publish 
their consolidated accounts in accordance with a single set 
of accounting standards, named IFRS (former International 
Accounting Standards), which are recognized worldwide as 
the most reliable accounting standards.
The legislative adoption of IFRS is a vital step towards 
the achievement of accounting harmonization within the 
EU. From 2005 onwards almost 7000 listed companies on 
the EU’s stock exchanges will be using IFRS (N. N., 2001:9).
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This paper provides an overview of Greek, Finish and 
French GAAP. Furthermore, based on information provid­
ed in result, thirteen countries are grouped as follows: mini­
mal, medium and major differences based on a numerical 
example.
2. Literature review
It is important to clarify the different uses of the term ‘ac­
counting harmonization’ in literature. Harmonization is a 
process, a movement towards harmony, which is a state (Tay 
and Parker, 1990; Nobes and Parker, 2000). A distinction 
can be drawn between two types of harmonization, namely 
a) ‘de facto’ or material harmonization which refers to the 
increase in comparability that arises from greater confor­
mity in practices and b) ‘de jure’ or formal harmonization 
which refers to the harmonization of regulations. Formal 
harmonization would normally lead to material harmoniza­
tion (Canibano and Mora, 2000). Both formal and material 
harmonization may refer to the degree of disclosure or to 
the accounting method selected. The former is called dis­
closure harmonization, while the latter is called measure­
ment harmonization (Tay and Parker, 1990).
In the field of the measurement of harmonization some 
researchers have investigated formal harmonization us­
ing different statistical methodologies (e.g. Nair and Frank, 
1981; Garrod and Sieringhaus, 1995; Rahman et al., 1996; 
Lainez et al., 1996; Stolowy et al., 2001; Street, 2002; Gar- 
rido et al., 2002; Standish, 2003). But most of the empirical 
studies have measured de facto harmonization or de facto 
harmony at a point in time (e.g. Van der Tas, 1992; Walton, 
1992; Emenyonu and Gray, 1992; Garcia-Benau, 1994; Her­
mann and Thomas, 1995; Archer et al., 1996; Emenyonu and 
Gray, 1996; Krisement, 1997; Lainez et al., 1997; McLeay et 
al., 1999; Taylor and Jones, 1999; El-Gazzaar et al., 1999; 
Dunk and Kilgore, 2000; Pierce and Weetman, 2000; Nobes, 
2004; d’Arcy, 2004).
There is considerable discussion about the difficulty of 
establishing international harmonization on a concrete IAS
1360 Volume of essays in honor ofprofessor Ar. Ignatiadis
basis. Stolowy et al. (2001) compares the positions taken 
by IAS 38 over brands and the related treatments in France 
and Germany. Despite many points of convergence, the pa­
per shows that these two countries, often to be found in the 
same cluster of national systems (the ‘Continental-Europe- 
an’ model), have adopted very different solutions in relation 
to each other and to IAS 38. The results of the study high­
light the difficulty of international harmonization. They al­
so show that, as far as the qualitative characteristics of ac­
counting are concerned, the frequently made association a) 
between Anglo-American accounting philosophy and “rel­
evance”, and b) between Continental-European accounting 
philosophy and “reliability”, may not apply when it comes to 
brand accounting. To resolve this international “disharmo­
ny” Stolowy et al. (2001) militate in favour of disclosure of 
additional information.
Until now, two different methodologies for measuring 
the level of harmony have been developed: indices and sta­
tistical models. Van der Tas (1998) promotes the idea of in­
dices. Tay and Parker (1990) propose the evidence of har­
mony would be the existence of a significant difference be­
tween the observed and the expected distributions, as they 
are measured by some appropriate significance test, i.e. chi- 
square.
The formal harmonization measurement proposed by 
Garrido et al. (2002) focuses on a new methodological ap­
proach based on the notion of Euclidean distance. The merits 
of this new methodology are twofold. Firstly, it is an appeal­
ing measure, because it is simple and easily interpretable. 
Secondly, it represents an improvement over the method­
ological approaches used in previous studies, because they 
could not be used to evaluate an increasing harmony ob­
tained through the reduction of accounting valuation treat­
ments. Different distance measurements have been calcu­
lated for the vectors in a sample with two reference periods, 
a real and a hypothetical one, in order to verify results and 
provide more robust empirical evidence.
The answer to the question “What progress is being made 
toward convergence of accounting standards?” needs com­
parison information. The information provided in GAAP
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2001 by Street (2002) presents an overview of the differenc­
es between local written accounting rules in 62 countries 
and IAS benchmarked against approximately 80 account­
ing measures and disclosures, in force at 31 December 2001. 
This paper discusses the implications of the publication’s 
findings in regard to convergence of national standards and 
IAS/IFRS.
3. Introducing GAAP
GAAP 2001 is based on the responses of partners of the sev­
en largest accounting firms based in 62 countries regarding 
how local written requirements in their countries compare 
to IAS/IFRS on 80 accounting measures (Street, 2002). The 
partners were instructed to focus on standards in force.
The following information in this paper refers to Greek, 
Finish and French GAAP in comparison with IAS/IFRS (IF­
AD, 2001).
Greece
Greek requirements are mainly based on Corporate Law 
2190/1920, accounting standards issued by the Ministry of 
National Economy, the interpretations issued by the Na­
tional Accounting Standards Board (ESYL) and the Greek 
General Chart of Accounts approved by Presidential Decree 
1123/80.
Greek accounting may differ from that required by 
IAS because of the absence of specific Greek rules on 
recognition and measurement in the following areas:
- the treatment of joint ventures, which might be 
accounted for on a cost basis
- the recognition of provisions in the context of business 
combinations accounted for as acquisitions
- the consolidation of special purpose entities
- the measurement of impairment of intangible assets
- the treatment of internally generated brands and 
similar items, although they are not normally 
capitalized
- the treatment of employee benefit obligations
- accounting for deferred tax
- hedge accounting for derivatives.
IAS 31.25/32
IAS 22.31 
SIC 12 
IAS 36
IAS 38.51 
IAS 19.52 
IAS 12 
IAS 39.142
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There are no specific rules requiring disclosures of:
- a primary statement of changes in equity
- the FIFO or current cost of inventories valued on a 
LIFO basis
- the fair values of financial assets and liabilities
- the fair values of investment properties
- related party transactions, except for balances resulting 
from transactions that are not in the normal course of 
business
- discontinuing operations
- segment reporting, except for sales
- cash flow statements
- earnings per share.
There are inconsistencies between Greek and
IAS rules that could lead to differences for many
enterprises in certain areas. Under Greek rules:
- some subsidiaries with significantly dissimilar activities 
from the rest of the group are excluded
- the classification of business combinations between 
unitings of interests and acquisitions is made on the 
basis of legal form rather than on whether an acquirer 
can be identified
- gains on foreign currency monetary balances are 
deferred until settlement
- foreign currency losses on loans denominated in 
foreign currency which have been used to acquire fixed 
assets are deferred and amortized over the repayment 
period of the loan
- trading, available-for-sale and derivative financial assets 
are not recognized at fair value
- trading and derivative liabilities are not recognized at 
fair value
- research costs and pre-operating costs may be 
capitalized
- goodwill can be written off directly against equity
- land and buildings are revalued periodically (currently 
every four years) based on co-efficients provided by law 
rather than being based on fair values
- inventories are valued at the lowest of cost, net 
realizable value and replacement cost
- investment properties are revalued every four years and 
depreciated
IAS 1.7
IAS 2.36 
IAS 32.77 
IAS 40.69
IAS 24 
IAS 35 
IAS 14 
IAS 7 
IAS 33
IAS 27.14
IAS 22.8-16 
IAS 21.15
IAS 21.15; SIC 11
IAS 39.69
IAS 39.93
IAS 38.42/56 
IAS 22.40
IAS 16.29 
IAS 2.6 
IAS 40.27
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- finance leases are not capitalized; lease payments are 
not necessarily recognized on a straight-line basis
- costs and revenues on construction contracts are not 
necessarily recognized on a stage of completion basis
- provisions are recognized, based on tax legislation, in 
cases where there is no obligation at the balance sheet 
date
- provisions are not generally discounted
- proposed dividends are recognized as liabilities before 
they are declared
- an issuer’s financial instruments are accounted for on 
the basis of legal form, and compound instruments are 
not split into equity and liability components
- own (treasury) shares are shown as assets and an 
equivalent reserve is set up through the appropriation 
statement and reflected in shareholders’ equity; gains 
and losses on their sale are recognized as income
- capitalization of borrowing costs are reflected as 
intangibles and amortized over five years and not 
added to the carrying cost of the related asset
- extraordinary items are defined widely, and include 
gains and losses on the disposal of fixed assets, the 
reversal of provisions, etc.
In certain enterprises, these other issues could lead to
differences from IAS:
- there is no specific guidance on the treatment of the 
cumulative exchange differences on disposal of a 
foreign entity
- there is a lack of requirements concerning the 
translation of the financial statements of subsidiaries in 
hyperinflationary economies
- subsidies received for the acquisition of fixed assets 
are reflected as a component of shareholders’ equity 
and amortized using the same rate as that used to 
depreciate the related assets
- there are no requirements concerning the treatment of 
lease incentives.
IAS 17.12/28/25 
IAS 11.22
IAS 37.14 
IAS 37.45
IAS 10.11 
IAS 32.18/23
SIC 16 
IAS 23.11 
IAS 8.6/12
IAS 21.37 
IAS 21.36
IAS 20.24 
SIC 15
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France
French requirements are based on the Code de commerce, 
company law and decrees, rules established by the Comite 
de la Reglementation Comptable (Committee of Account­
ing Regulation) including, the Plan Comptable General 
(General Accounting Plan) and interpretations of the Co­
mite d’ Urgence (Urgent Issues Committee) as applying to 
consolidated financial statements.
French accounting may differ from that required 
by IAS because of the absence of specific French 
rules on recognition and measurement in the 
following areas:
- impairment of assets
- impairment tests for goodwill and intangibles with 
depreciable lives in excess of twenty years
- accounting for employee benefit obligations since 
it is not mandatory to recognize a liability for post­
employment benefits
- the discounting of provisions
- the calculation of basic and diluted earnings per 
share.
IAS 36
IAS 22.56; IAS 38.99
IAS 19 
IAS 37.45
IAS 33
There are no specific rules requiring disclosures of:
- a primary statement of changes in equity IAS 1.7
- transactions with related parties except for limited
requirements IAS 24.1/3
- discontinuing operations IAS 35
- segment liabilities IAS 14.56
- the FIFO or current cost of inventory when LIFO is
used IAS 2.36
- the fair values of investment properties. IAS 40.69
There are inconsistencies between French and 
IAS rules that could lead to differences for many 
enterprises in certain areas. Under French rules:
- there is a requirement to hold at least one share of
a special purpose entity to consolidate a controlled 
special purpose entity SIC 12
- no deferred taxes are accounted for on temporary 
differences arising from the difference between the 
carrying amount of investments in associates and
their tax base, unless distributions are probable IAS 12.39
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- some business combinations can be treated as 
unitings of interest even if an acquirer can be 
identified, when at least 90% of the share capital is 
acquired by issuance of shares
- some intangible items can be recognized as 
intangible assets (market shares, portfolio of 
customers) even if they do not meet the definition of 
an intangible asset under IAS; these and some other 
intangible assets are not required to be amortized
- provisions recognized in the context of business 
combinations accounted for as acquisitions may be 
more extensive
- some part of the cost of the acquisition of a 
subsidiary that is related to acquired research and 
development can be recognized as an expense 
immediately
- an issuer’s financial instruments are not classified 
on the basis whether they are in substance liabilities 
and compound instruments are not split on this 
basis
- own (treasury) shares held for stock-option plans or 
for trading purposes are shown as assets
- financial assets and liabilities are not fair valued 
except in very limited circumstances
- derivatives that are assets or liabilities are 
usually not shown in the balance sheet except for 
premiums paid and received; only unrealized losses 
on derivatives are accounted for in the income 
statement in the absence of hedge accounting
- a financial asset should be derecognized when legal 
title is transferred even if the control is retained by 
the transferor
- hedge accounting is permitted more widely
- unsettled gains on foreign currency monetary items 
may be deferred
- formation expenses, set-up costs, training costs and 
advertising costs may be capitalized
- capitalization of finance leases is a preferred 
treatment but is not required
- the percentage of completion method is a preferred 
treatment but is not required for construction 
contracts
- provisions may be recognized in advance of what 
would occur under IAS, and more widely
- deferred tax balances are discounted if the timing 
of the reversal of the temporary differences can be 
estimated reliably
- extraordinary/exceptional items are defined more 
broadly.
IAS 22.8
IAS 38.7/17/93 
IAS 22.31
IAS 22.27/40; IAS 38.79
IAS 32.18/23 
SIC 16 
IAS 39.69/93
IAS 39.69/93
IAS 39.35/37/38 
IAS 39.142
IAS 21.15
IAS 38.56
IAS 17.12
IAS 11.22 
IAS 37.14
IAS 12.53 
IAS 8.6/12
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In certain enterprises, these other issues could
lead to differences from IAS:
- there is a choice of methods for the translation of 
the financial statements of subsidiaries that use a 
currency of a hyperinflationary economy
- when investment properties are accounted for at fair 
value, gains arising from fair valuation are credited 
to equity
- the classification of a lease as a finance or an 
operating lease may be based on different criteria
- the revaluation of assets does not have to be kept up 
to date
- there is an option to present a cash flow statement 
reconciled to net indebtedness
- when the cost of acquisition is less than the 
acquirer’s interest in the fair values of the 
identifiable assets and liabilities acquired at the 
date of the acquisition, negative goodwill arising 
on the acquisition is first offset against fair value 
adjustments made on the acquisition
- segment reporting can be avoided if the board 
of directors considers that it would be seriously 
prejudicial to the enterprise
- no deferred taxes are recognized for temporary 
differences arising from the restatement of non­
monetary assets of the financial statements of
a foreign entity reporting in the currency of a 
hyperinflationary economy
- no deferred tax should be recognized on taxable 
temporary differences that arise from the fair 
valuation of intangible assets that are not amortized 
and cannot be sold separately from the acquired 
enterprise taken as a whole
- when income tax loss carryforwards, or other 
deferred tax assets of an acquired enterprise, which 
were not recognized as an asset by the acquirer at 
the date of acquisition, are subsequently realized 
after the end of the period opened for adjustments 
to goodwill, the amount of goodwill is not reduced 
accordingly and the adjustment is recognized in the 
consolidated statement of income.
IAS 21.36
IAS 40.28 
IAS 17.3 
IAS 16.29 
IAS 7.45
IAS 22.59/63 
IAS 14
IAS 12.15/24
IAS 12.15
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Finland
Finnish requirements are mainly based on the Accounting 
Act and Companies Act incorporating EU Directives, on 
Regulations issued by the Ministry of Finance, and on ac­
counting standards of the Accounting Board of the Minis­
try of Trade and Industry. Listed companies meeting certain 
criteria (those with shares also listed outside the European 
Economic Area or more than 50% of the shares owned by 
foreign individuals, corporations and foundations) may ful­
ly apply IAS or US GAAP in place of Finnish rules in their 
consolidated financial statements, so long as these comply 
with EU Directives.
Finnish accounting may differ from that required by 
IAS because of the absence of specific Finnish rules on 
recognition and measurement in the following areas:
- the consolidation of special purpose entities SIC 12
- the setting up of provisions in the context of business 
combinations accounted for as acquisitions IAS 22.31
- the treatment of post-balance sheet events IAS 10
- the treatment of employee benefit obligations other than 
multi-employer and state pension plans IAS 19.52
- derecognition of financial assets IAS 39.35
- hedge accounting for derivatives IAS 39.142
- the determination of the basis of segment reporting and 
the use of the same policies as for financial reporting IAS 14.26/44
- the treatment of exchanges of assets. IAS 16.21
There are no specific rules requiring disclosures of: 
- a primary statement of changes in equity IAS 1.7
- the FIFO or current cost of inventory valued on a LIFO 
basis IAS 2.36
- the fair values of financial assets and liabilities, except for 
derivatives and securities IAS 32.77
- the fair values of investment properties IAS 40.69
- related party transactions IAS 24
- discontinuing operations IAS 35
- segment assets and liabilities IAS 14.55/56
- cash flow statements. IAS 7
1368 Volume of essays in honor ofprofessor Ar. Ignatiadis
There are inconsistencies between Finnish and IAS rules
that could lead to differences for many enterprises in
certain areas. Under Finnish rules:
- certain business combinations are treated as unitings of 
interest that would be treated as acquisitions under IAS
- foreign currency gains and losses arising on long-term 
monetary balances can be deferred until settlement
- impairment losses are only recognized when they are 
expected to be permanent, and are calculated by reference 
to value in use rather than to the higher of value in use and 
net selling price
- research costs and certain other internally generated 
intangible assets and intangible items, including set-up 
costs, can be capitalized
- the capitalization of finance leases is optional
- accounting for sale and leaseback transactions according 
to IAS is optional
- work in progress inventories can be valued without the 
inclusion of production overheads
IAS 22.8 
IAS 21.15
IAS 36.5/58
IAS 38.42/51 
IAS 17.12
IAS 17.50/52/54
IAS 2.10
- inventories can be valued at replacement cost if lower than 
cost or net realizable value IAS 2.7
- the revenues on uncompleted construction contracts need
not be recognized by stage of completion IAS 11.22
- trading, available-for-sale and derivative financial assets
are not recognized at fair value IAS 39.69
- trading and derivative liabilities are not recognized at fair
value IAS 39.93
- provisions can be created more widely than under the 
conditions of the IAS
- provisions are not required to be discounted
- accounting for deferred tax can be calculated on the basis 
of timing differences rather than temporary differences; 
and partial rather than full allocation can be used
- deferred tax assets need not be recognized
- an issuer’s financial instruments are accounted for on 
the basis of the legal arrangements, and compound 
instruments are not split into equity and debt components
- own (treasury) shares can be shown as assets by publicly 
traded companies
- extraordinary items are defined more widely than under 
IAS, and can include the effect of accounting policy 
changes, gains or losses on disposal of business, and 
restructuring costs
- for earnings per share disclosures, profits before 
extraordinary items are used.
IAS 37.14 
IAS 37.45
IAS 12.15 
IAS 12.34
IAS 32.18/23 
SIC 16
IAS 8.6/12 
IAS 33.11
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In certain enterprises, these other issues could lead to
differences from IAS:
- in some cases, subsidiaries with dissimilar activities are 
not consolidated
- on acquisition, restatement of net assets to fair value is 
limited to the difference between cost and book value
- there are no specific requirements relating to the 
translation of the financial statements of subsidiaries in 
hyperinflationary economies
- there are no specific requirements on the treatment of 
lease incentives
- lessors are not required to recognize finance lease income 
on the basis of the return on net investment.
IAS 27.14 
IAS 22.59
IAS 21.36 
SIC 15 
IAS 17.30
4. The empirical analysis 
Data sources and methodology
Data instruments or sources of data which can be used in de 
facto harmonization studies are mainly categorized in five 
types: annual reports, accounting regulations, public data­
bases, questionnaires and laboratory techniques (Canibano 
and Mora, 2000). The use of annual reports obviously has 
great advantages, so we will focus on the annual accounts 
(e.g. profit and loss accounts).
It is important to note that all methodologies are applied 
to measure accounting issues separately. Measuring sepa­
rately offers more refined results because one is able to mea­
sure the degree of material measurement harmony for each 
sort of transaction or event accounted for in the financial 
report, whereas measuring harmony of the aggregate of all 
sorts of transactions or events gives us only aggregate re­
sults (Canibano and Mora, 2000).
A numerical example
For the purpose of this study we have got the AFECA’s (As­
sociation des Formations Europeennes a la Comptabilite et a 
Γ Audit) 2002 case study. During this workshop, the partici­
pants were asked to work on ten appendices. Each appendix 
included separate accounting information (e.g. grant, lease, 
revaluing asset, stock value). Moreover, the participants had
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Table 2. IAS and National Result.
National Result IAS Difference
Austria 4.012 6.421 2.409
Belgium 5.558 6.421 863
Finland 6.588 6.421 -167
Lithuania 4.993 6.421 1.428
France 6.430 6.421 -9
Germany 4.314 6.421 2.107
Greece 6.135 6.421 286
Hungary 7.275 6.421 -854
Portugal -983 6.421 7.401
Romania 8.819 6.421 -2.398
Russia 7.159 6.421 -738
UK 5.571 6.421 850
US 12.666 6.421 -6.245
Source: Association des Formations Europeennes a la Comptabilite. Paris (2003)
to a) examine the information given, b) suggest the appro­
priate accounting entries according to the accounting rules 
of their country, c) choose the accounting policy that maxi­
mises profit, d) prepare the adjusted trial balance as at year- 
end, e) draft the profit and loss account and the balance 
sheet and f) prepare the notes to the accounts relating to 
the information.
Results
Accordingly, a multiple difference can be observed between 
national results (net results), which occur as a consequence 
regarding to each set of national GAAP, and IAS/IFRS (see 
table 2).
Regarding the process of harmonization, the countries 
which participated in the case study can be classified into 
three groups.
Group I: Minimal differences with IAS/IFRS (France, 
Finland, Greece).
Group II: Medium differences with IAS/IFRS (Russia, 
UK, Hungary, Belgium, Lithouania).
Group III: Major differences with IAS/IFRS (Germany, 
Romania, Austria, US, Portugal).
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5. Summary and conclusions
Empirical analysis was based on the observation of the profit 
and loss account of 12 European countries plus USA. Taking 
into account 10 accounting issues, we compare the net re­
sults of each country with IAS/IFRS. The main conclusions 
obtained from this study can be summarized as follows:
Previous empirical studies showed an increase in the lev­
el of harmony of European accounting practices. Beside this 
reality, three years of GAAP comparison studies conducted 
by the larger accounting firms indicate that, while progress 
has been made in many countries, much work remains to be 
done (see survey of GAAP 2000,2001 and 2002). In our em­
pirical analysis, it is concluded that the convergence regard­
ing the net results has not been achieved yet. We notice that, 
whereas measuring harmony of the aggregate of all sorts of 
transactions or events gives only aggregate results, it is dif­
ficult to draw policy conclusions on the basis of these mea­
surements (Canibano and Mora, 2000). At the same time, 
measuring harmony of the aggregate of all sorts of transac­
tions or events would require a complete list of the types of 
transactions and events. It would be very difficult to make 
an exhaustive list of transactions and events, because of a) 
the tremendous number of types of transactions and events 
and b) the fact that such a list would change in the course 
of time. Hence, estimating de facto measurement harmony 
separately for each sort of transaction or event is more prac­
tical (Canibano and Mora, 2000).
Lastly, we point out that this analysis provides a snapshot 
of country intensions at the time of the survey. As several 
countries are in the process of developing or modifying IF­
RS convergence plans, the situation is continuously chang­
ing.
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